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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WAYHINGTON, D.C, 2054

‘yo?"{ e
May 21, 1973
Artech Corp.
2016 ¥alifax Drive
Falla Churnh, Virginia 22042
Attentiont Mr, Henry Ham
Presideat
Gmuem' ' k 'l',» Lo {’ |'1-l h.‘}

- ,-..

Yurther yeof ce 1a o to your letter dated Dacember 2G, 1972, -
with enclosurcs ,F:teat, ety exclusion of yory firm from negotiations .
for the avard ofin~contraét!for providing support of rescarch and develope
ment in' the field of environment and gurvival under request for quotations
(FKFQ) DAADOS=72-Q~1778, ipsued by the Aberdeen Proving Ground on July 24,
1972« Bince nu awvard has buen made of this ncgotiated procurement, we
mat reatrict our recitation of the facta, Paragraph 3-507.2 of the Armed
Bervicep Procurement Regulation (ASPR); 50 Comps Gene 124 (1970).

The solicitution required pubmiszion of quotations by August 22,
1972, Bection 'D,Y part 1, of the R™Q advised offerors that in order to
be considered Tor avard, quotations pmst receive an accepteble rating
based upon the emluation fuctors end in eccordance with their relotive
Limortance Bs set forth thereins Technieal evaluation of the gix pros
pouals received on the neheduled date wea coepleted on September 7, 1972,
and tvo proposals vere determined to be wvithin the coampetitive range, Firmg
subzitting the remaining proposals were notified by letter dated October 17,
1972, that thelr proposals would not be considered further,

Purguant to a technical evaluation, it was determined that your
proposal was nct within the competitive range and that furthier diccussions
vith your £firm would serve no useful purpose. On October 26, 1972, vou
pdvised the contracting officer that you were protesting thig determinetion
and by letter doted Octover 27, 1972, you set forth in detail tne basis for
your protest. The Bource Selection Cormittee wes reoucated to specifically
coument on cach statement get forth in your proteat letter so that a final
deoinion could be made by the controoting officer pursuant to ASPR 2-L07.8
(a)(1)e & reply to your protest was forwerded to you by letter dated
Decenmber 15, 1972, edviscing of the affimation of the original evaluation
of your proposGl and providing further clarification ag to vhy yvur proe
posal wes congidered technically wneeceptoble,
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.-ation for the determination that your firm wvas not in a

cor . s ranflo W8 detailed in the December 15, 1972, letter to you

L %10 " oine finding that your fim is hishly criented toward banio
ar ¢ -1 misearch as shown by 4ta past and current contragto, pere
Do © ~328 and equipment/fucilitiess Additionally, you were

al . . L your proposal falled to show adequata expertice 4n the

tec o reas of enviroament end survival a3 cited in the RFR), espew
(A © .0 areas of textile, thin £1lm plastica, organic chemistyy
end . strye Finally, 1t vas ctated in the letter that your proe
pcL-. f.o establinh your copability to cupport m progran of envie
pon Jarvival dnereasing the offectivencss of cankat soldiers in
wor) AV onn .

. :eed that you gave ample evidence of your qualifications in tiw
pro; o~ Yhrvounth the choving of satisfustory contrust performnce in '
the - In aidrtien, you contend that your proposal included information
as v Loourel and equiyment/Cacilitics whlch indicated the necessary
qunt. “low to adequately perform the regearch and development work -

unie: L8 socdesitation,

" have reromieed that the determination of vhat constitutes o v
cor s ive reune, particularly with reapect to the evalmntion of teche
nic. ~mouilss 49 a mtter of alntnistmtive discretion virteh vill not

be ¢ ‘sed vren supported by the fasts of the record. Bee 46 Comp.
g?- . 317310 (1953)] D=170317, Fobrwary 2, 19713 D-171030, June &2,
T
“oud §p thin case shown fhat prior to the mubmisgsion of projosals
& pos - oo yction of the technicnl proposals vas doveloped by camieant
tec!: - eaogmeds The plan provided for the welsohted scoring of tis proe
p e AN .. hasin of each of the eveluntion criltexia cpecificd 4in the Q.
%he - Looware evaluated and gscored in nocoxdance with the plan by o
oval - it independently’, Gl your propocal vag runked fourth o Lo
bass: e merite Tho ocores of the two higheot roled pronosals
Wery oW fatdy Hgher then any of the other proposals, including yosrs,
aad v v oLt oot ndvantogeoun fron a cdet otandpoint. After roviaw
of L. - 4n thls cuse, ve ere untble to concliuge thnt there was en
ease . anellion with reopent to the deternnination of ccxpetitive range.
D"l?-:: . . :'&_n
Yoo vapre. ¢ £houdd bO noted that oince the record indicates that
the ¢ novice of denlal of your protest vog received by you an Decems
ber 2 ', End your proteast vas not received in this O{Tico wntil Decome
bver { | . 41 \o3 untinely undex cur Interin Did Protest Prozedures and
Graas - odeh seire £iling dn o OfTdce vithin § doye of notificaticn
of nl . ooy aetions I R 20.8(n)e  Bee BR=LT7OTAT(1), Februnry 4,
v 3973
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Accordingly, your protest is denied,
Bincerely yours,

- PAUL G, DEMBLING

For the Corptroller General
of the United Ltatea
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